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MEM A RK/WSCLSS10.\_0F ISSUES 

!n the NonOFina! Offics Action, Hxru^.intir Reis rejected pending claims 1-8 
and 12-16 on various grounds. The Applicant responds to each rejection as 
subsequently rccilcd herein, and respectful ly requests a'considcralion and further 
examination of the present application under 37 CFR § 1.112: 

A. Fxaininer Rcis rcjecied pending cluims 1 -4, 6-8 and 1 2- 1 6 under 35 
U.S.C, § 1 03(a) over U.S. Patent No. 6,292,528 to Wieczorek ct al. in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,420,213 to Nakajyo et al. and in further 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6.26S J82 to Yamamt^to ei al. 

The Applicant has thoroughly considered Examiner Reis* remarks concerning 
the patentability of claim.s 1 -4, 6-8 and 12-16 over Wicczomk in view of Nakafytt and 
in further view of Yamamoto, The Applicant has also thoroughly re-read Wieczorek 
in view or Nakajyo and in further view oCYamanwto. Thts Applicant respectfully 
traverse this obviousness rejection of claims 6-8 and 12-16, because Examiner 
Reis has failed to establish a prima fuck' ease of obviousness as required by MPEP 
§2143. Specifically, Examiner Reis has failed to cite a suggestion or a motivation, in 
Wieczorek Nakajyo and Yamamolo 10 modify Wieczorek in view of Nakq/yo and in 
further view o{Yamamoto to obtain the claimed invention as recited in independent 
claims I and 13. 

Specifically, independent claim I recites '' whefcin said intermediate laver (2) 
contains al lea.st two adheslves (A, R) of dilTerent consistency and .spacer s (5)", and 
independent claim 13 recites int^rm^^fite \mx m\\x^m ^ fif^t sp^qr 

(5) in eontaet wilh said ceramic basic element (4) and said CMOS chip 0\ a f\t^X 
adhesive (Al ) adhered to said ceramic basic element (4) and said CMOS chip (3) , and 
a second adhc.sive (B) adhered to said ceramic bas i c element f4> and said CMOS chip 
(3y*. Examiner Reis correctly recognizes that Wieczorek leaches each limitation of 
claims I and 13 except fur the aforementioned limitation of claims 1 and 13, that 
Nakajyo discloses the aforementioned limitation of claims I and 13, and that 
Yamamvlo fails to teach or suggest the aforementioned limitation of claims 1 and 13. 
Examiner Reis therefore asserts tliat it would have been obvious to one ol ordinary 
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skill in ihc art isl the lime thts invention wjs niiide to ^idd adh^sives 5 ^ind 7 and stub 
bumps 2 as i!lu$lni!;:d in FiG. 2 ofNokajyo to adhesive lav^irs 13 and 16 as illustrated 
In FIG. 2 of Wicczonk with the cxpcclatiun of minimizing a stretch between eleclrical 
leads between a CMOS chip 9 and bund pads 17 on printed circuit boiird 1 3 as 
illustrated in FKj. 2 of Wieczorek by having electrically conduct material directly 
between the leads. 

Again, ihe Applicant traverses this a.ss^ion by Examiner Reis» because the 
mere fact that Wwczorvk can be modiOcd in view of Nakajyo to obtain the claimed 
invention as recited in independent claims 1 and 13 does not render the resultant 
modification obvious unless the prior ait also suggests the desirability of the 
ctnnbinatiun. ^Inre MMs,9\6V2i(m. l6USPQ2d 1430 (Fed. Cir, 1990) 
(Claims were directed to an apparatus for producing an aerated cementitious 
composition by drawing air into the cementitious composition by driving the output 
pump at a capacity greater than the feed rate. The prior art reference taught that the 
feed means can be run at a variable speed, however the court found that this does not 
requite that the output pump be mn al (he claimed speed so thai air is drawn into the 
mixing chamber and is entrained in the ingredients during operation. Although a prior 
art device "may be capable of being modified to run the way the apparatus is claimed, 
there must be a suggestion or motivation in the reference to do so." 916 r.2d at 682« 
1 6 liSPQ2d at 1 432.). See also In fv FriicL Q72 F,2d 1 260, 23 USP02d 1 780 (Fed. 
Cir. 1992) (flexible landscape edging device which is conformable to a ground 
siu-tk^e of varying slope not suggested by combination of prior art references). 

'l1ie basis for Examiner Reis' assertion is that Nakajyo suggests the 
desirability of the combination by ofTuring adhesivcs 5 and 7 and sUid bumpers 2 that 
can be placed between scintillator 1 1 (FIG. 1) and CMOS chip 9 (FIG. 1) of 
Wieczorek and between CMOS chip 9 and printed circuit board 1 5 (FIG. 1 ) of 
Wieczorek in order to ensure Uic standard flatness between scintillator 1 1 and CMOS 
chip 9 of Wieczorek and between CMOS chip 9 and printed circuit board 1 5 of 
Wieczorvk to thereby minimize the stretch between electrical leads by preventing one 
side to be higher than the opposite side. However, Examiner Reis CAN NOT 
conclusively assert that an implementation of the adhesives S and 7 and stud bumpers 
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2 ofNakajyo bctwct-n CMOS chip 9 and bond pad iV on printed circuit board 15 of 
IViiffrrnrak would ensure the standard flulncss between Swintillator 1 1 znd CMOS chip 
9 of Wiec2i}iv.k ajTd between CMOS chip 9 and printed circuit board 15 af Wieczorek 
to thereby minimize the stretch between electrical Isjads by preventing one side to be 
higher than the opposite side. This is particularly true in view of the fact that neither 
Wieczorek nor Nokajyo describe on absolute minimum stretch and/or aji absolute 
maximum stretch oflhe electrical leads between CMOS chip 9 and bond pad 17 on 
printc<l circuit board 13 that are conducive to reducing noise and su^eptibility of 
interference as required by Wieczorek as correlated to u (latness of the various 
components. See, Wieczorek at column 2, line 43-54; and column 5, lines 13-16. 
Hius, one side being higher than the other does not guarantee a minimal stretch of 
electrical leads m asserted by Examiner Reis. 

Moreover, the Applicant respectfully asserts that there is no motivation or 
suggestion to replace adhesive layers 13 and 16 with the adhesives and spacers of 
Nakiijyti in view of the facts that (I) Wieczorek does not denounce adhesive layers 13 
and 16 as being a less than perfect technique for bonding CMOS chip 9 and primed 
circuit board IS with the goal of minimi/ing the stretch of electrical leads between 
CMOS ship 9 and bond pads 1 7, and (2) Nukajyo does not proclaim adhesives S and 7 
and stud bumps 2 as the best technique for bonding elements (e.g.« CMOS chip 9 and 
printed circuit board 1 5) with the goal of minimizing the streU:h of electrical leads 
between the elements. 

In summary, Examiner Reis fails to pnwide a suggestion or a motivation to 
modify Wieczorek in view ofNakajyo and Yamamoto as proposed by Examiner Rcis, 
and Wieczorek teaches away from the modification of Wieczorek in view of Nakujyo 
and Yamamoto as proposed by Examiner Reis. Withdrawal of the rejection of 
independent claims 1 and 13 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wieczorek \n 
view of Nahijyo and Yamamoto is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claims 2-4, 6-8 and 12 depend from independent claim 1 , Therefore, 
dependent claims 2-4, 6-8 and 12 include all of the elements and limitations of 
independent claim \. It is therefore respectfii!!y submitted by the Applicant that 
dependent claims 2-4. 6-8 and 12 arc allowable over Wieczorek in view of Nakajyo 
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and Yamamoto tor at iec<?t the smiie reason as set fcnh herein with respect to 
independent claim I being allowable over fi^/i'trzf/rcife Iny^ltvi c\\' Nakujyo. 
Withdrawal of the rejection of dependent claims 2-4, 6-8 and \2 under U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being patentable over Wieczorek in view o£Nakajyo and Yamamoto is therefore 
respanfully requested. 

Claims 14-16 depend from indcpcnd(»it claim 13. llicrcforc, dependent 
claims 14-16include all oftheelementsandlimitalionsofindeperKlent claim 13. Ui$ 
therefore respectfully submitted by the Applicant that dependent claims 14-16 are 
allowable over Wieczorek in view of Nakajyo and Yamamoto for at least the same 
reason as set forth herein widi respect to independent claim 13 being allowable over 
Wieczorek in view oi Nakajyo, Withdrawal of the rejection of dependent claims 14- 
16 under I J.S.C. § 1 03(a) as beitig patentable over W^c'c'wrt'A in view of /V<iA^f>y and 
Yamamoto is therefore respectfully requested* 



B. Examiner Reis rejected pending claim 3 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
over U.S. Patent No, 6,292,528 lo Wieczorek clal. in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,420,21 3 (o Nakigyo et al. U.S. Patent Nu. 6^265,782 to 
Yamamoto et al. and in further view of IJ.S. Patent No. 6,063,688 to 
Doyle et aL 

Claim S depends firom independent claim 1 . Therefore, dependent claim 5 
includes all of the elements and limitations of independent claim 1 . It is therefore 
respectfully submitted by the Applicant that dependent claim 5 is allowable over 
Wieczorek in view iyf Nakajyo and Yanumoto and in further view of Doyle for at least 
the same reason as set forth herein with respect to independent claim I being 
allowable over Wieczorek, in view of Nakajyo, Withdrdwal of the rejcctiott of 
dependent claim S under U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being patentable over Wieczorek in view 
of Nakajyo and Yamamoto and in further view of Doyle is therefore respectfully 
requested. 
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SUmfARY 

ExtimintT Rt'is' rejections of pending claims I-R anJ 12-16 hjve bcrtfn 
ubviiiled by the remarks herein supporting an allowance of claims 1 -8 and 12-16 over 
Wwczorek in view of hahjjyo and in further view of Yamamoto, fhe Applicant 
respectfully submits that eluims 1-8 and 12-16 as listed herein fully satisfy (he 
requirements of 3S U.S.C. §§ 102, 103 and 112. In view of the foregoing, favorable 
consideration and early passage to issue of the present application is respectfully 
requested. If any points remain in issue that may best be resolved through a personal 
or telephonic interview, Examiner Reis is respectfully requested to contact the 
undcn>igncd at the telephone number listed below. 

Dated: yebruary 24, 2005 Respectfully submitted. 



RalfForscheideial. 



PI III JPS INTFI J .rCTl JAI.. PROPERTY John F. Vodopia 

& STANDARDS Registration No. 36,299 

P.O. Box 3001 Attorney for Applicant 

BriarclifTManor, NY 10510 r\ I \ l\ 




CARDINAL LAW GROUP Darrin Wesley Harris 

Suite 2000 Registration No, 40,636 

1 603 Onrington Avenue Attorney for Applicant 



Hvanston, Illinois 60201 
Phone: (847) 905*'71 1 1 
Fax: (»47) 905-7113 
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